The article argues for fostering sociable forms of dialogue in qualitative research. Conventional research shares an emphasis on extracting narratives with judicial and invasive state modes of enquiry rather than on learning from a genuine two-way dialogue between participants and researchers. Using a study of young migrants we show how involving participants as observers and shapers of analytical dialogue can produce circulations of communication oscillating across the researcher's and participant's horizons of understanding. This produces new insight, beyond the limits of qualitative investigation, that extracts information from participants, and in so doing has the potential to affect shifts in perception that animate and enchant experience. It has consequences for re-thinking authorship that share, credit and specify responsibility.
WORD COUNT (7,695) Introduction: How Do you Know That?
Rule one in the practical 'how to' guide to doing interview research is first to find a quiet place. Preferably the information gathering should also be private and not overheard. This is not just an ethical matter concerning confidentiality but a practical one. Noise makes the clean transcription of a human voice captured on the digital recorder more difficult. The problem with thinking of social research in this way -as the mere transposition of talk to text data -is that it is not very sociable. The conditions of research that make such a clinical act possible are also antithetical to the establishment of a genuine two-way dialogue. For some participants, like the young migrants discussed in this article, these kinds of interviews are often more in keeping with being questioned by the police or immigration officers. This can be a particular concern when working with marginalised and vulnerable groups.
The impulse to transpose talk to text data in a 'clean' fashion has a history. Ray Lee pointed out that in the early days of social research, before the invention of tape-recorders, participants would have to come into the university to have their words transcribed in real-time. The renowned Chicago School sociologist Clifford Shaw collected hundreds of life histories from young people using a stenographer hidden behind a screen, in a scene reminiscent of a court-room (Lee 2004: 72) .
We did not want our study of the experience of young adult migrants to be conducted under conditions redolent of the criminal justice system or the immigration service. This is because we did not want to reflect the forms of coercive scrutiny that participants had already experienced from the state. Instead we wanted to widen the parameters of exchange beyond those predicated on surveillance and suspicion, to encourage exchange and dialogue. As such we offered young people the opportunity to become observers of their own lives through writing, taking photographs and keeping journals and scrapbooks. When we met participants to talk about what they made, we often did so in public in cafés or restaurants (even though the sociable background noise of the café drove the patient secretaries of our transcription service to distraction).
A favourite meeting place was The Eatery in Leytonstone, east London. In early October 2011 we arranged to meet Charlynne Bryan, one of our most dedicated participants, there to talk about a draft journal article we had written based on her life. She had assembled a scrapbook about her experiences and life in London. This included cut-outs from magazine articles, photographs she had taken, pictures she had drawn and her poems and creative writing. We talked about this scrapbook and a range of issues connected to it over eight meetings with her during the three-year period of the study. She used the scrapbook to chronicle her life as well as to direct our attention towards the themes she was exploring. As the project was drawing to a close we arranged to meet in The Eatery to talk about how we used one of Charlynne's poems to illustrate the new hierarchies and divisions amongst migrants emerging in London.
In our discussions at The Eatery we shuttled between our very different cultural and historical experiences. In the crude labels of identity categories it was a meeting with Author A, a British Indian sociologist and Author B, a white male English sociologist (authors' names removed throughout for blind peer review process), and Charlynne who came to Britain from Dominica as a student, aged 18. Charlynne read the article and made notes on it for discussion. She attended the University of East London obtaining a first class degree in Psychosocial Studies in 2009.
Reading an academic paper was a familiar exercise for her. We sat down, ordered some samosas and started talking about the relationship between what she had made for the project and our argument.
After about twenty minutes of thought-provoking conversation Author A interrupted proceedings by going to the toilet. We tried to pause working through Charlynne's points so that he would not miss anything important. Charlynne turned to Author B and said: ''What amazed me and I kept thinking reading the paper was the sense of -'How do they know that?'" She seemed genuinely surprised we had come to this accurate understanding, as if reading the paper somehow resulted in a kind of enchantment with familiar things that she had taken for granted. Author B answered simply, "Because you told us". This fieldwork fable encompasses our argument for sociable methods that are participatory and dialogic. In the dialogues taking place over three years, Charlynne helped us notice things we would otherwise not have seen without her insight and her analytical choices concerning both what to observe and the means by which she was going to conduct her observations. Equally, assembling her perspectives with theoretical ideas that the researchers helped to raise led her to think again about her relationship to the past, present and future. Consequentially, she reevaluated those relationships, and her past, from the vantage point of the here and now. In these dialogues, we re-imagined empirical enquiry in a way that blurred the relationship between observer and observed, data and analysis and participants and authors.
These ways of working with rather than on participants extended our sociological horizon. For other participants their involvement in the project altered their relationship to themselves and both their and our understanding of their social position. In what follows we reflect on this experience through developing a broader argument about the politics of method, the craft of research and the possibility of new kinds of authorship and forms of sociological circulation. Before exploring these issues we first want to examine the politics of method with regard to researching migration.
Figuring the Migrant
In the introduction to Black Skins, White Masks Franz Fanon (1967:14) comments that it is "good form" at the commencement of any work of social investigation to provide a "statement of its methodological point of view". He warns his readers that if they anticipate this then they are going to be disappointed. "I shall be derelict" he writes. "I leave methods to the botanists and the mathematicians. There is a point at which methods devour themselves". Fanon's sceptical irreverence regarding research methodology is, in part, due to the fact that, for him, its cold procedural logic foreclosed passionate political critique. This is reminiscent of C Wright Mills ' (1959:246) warning against the limits of what he called the "fetishism of method and technique". We would like to make two quite different points that follow from these observations. First, Fanon's allergic reaction to social science methods concerns how they produced knowledge used to maintain both colonial power relations and myths of racial difference supporting this. George Steinmetz (2009) has shown that sociology was deeply entangled in the colonial encounter, no less profoundly than social anthropology, despite the reluctance to face this legacy in the discipline. Additionally, within the sociology of race and ethnic relations an intense debate took place during the 1980s about the role of social science in producing pathological accounts of minority communities, reducing them to either 'victims' or 'problems' (Gilroy 1987) .
Current times dictate that it is worth re-examining the ways in which the frameworks for understanding migration and in which the figure of the migrant is produced in debate have become part of the problem itself.
In a study of the representation of asylum seekers Imogen Tyler (2006:191) argued that the process of social abjection works precisely through the repeated "constitution of the figure of the asylum-seeker as a threat". The analytical conversation over what topics were important to collect material on. Instead, some appeared to simply want to respond to our questioning in a conventional way, although even here some of those would show us photographs, mementos, places in their neighbourhood and so forth that they had suggested we see, given the topics our encounters were exploring.
As a result some participants chose to be 'mined for research data'.
However, we offered the chance to expand the parameters of their possible involvement distinguishing our approach from both data extraction and pseudo-participatory techniques. This in itself was a movement toward sociable dialogue in research.
In We explained our study to potential participants as being about the lives young migrants were leading and wanted to lead, the ways in which this was possible or not, and what they did or felt unable to do as a consequence of this. Moreover, we added that we wanted to explore if and how there were new and emergent forms of racism. In itself this was a challenge but it was essential to building frank relationships with Author A and Dorothy talked over whether and how she might want to observe certain parts of her life and why it might be useful for the study.
Dorothy was keen to use a camera, which Author A was able to supply, and later on she also assembled and spoke about personal objects she owned, documents she collected and writing she did. Initially, Author A suggested that Dorothy should decide what aspects of her daily life she wanted to capture for our study, which might relate to the aims of our This appears to have little connection with the concerns of our study.
However, Dorothy had made a specific choice that expanded our attention.
Previously Dorothy had been arrested while attempting to obtain a job using a friend's passport and national insurance number. She had no access to money and was prevented from working because her original tourist visa did not allow it. Her tourist visa had also expired and the clandestine circumstances of her life meant she was scared to move in However, Dorothy had been near Buckingham Palace before: 'because like the first time that I passed through there was the day that I was coming back from court after I was arrested. When I was arrested the following day I went to court. So I was a bit sad'. Dorothy went on to relate how her situation had improved as a migrant support agency had connected her with a solicitor who had helped her obtain a Temporary Leave to Remain (TLR) visa. Her son was enrolled at nursery and she had started a predegree HND nursing course, for which her uncle was paying the fees, as she wanted to become a midwife after her grandma imbued her with how wonderful midwifery was. Dorothy explained how the TLR had improved her conditions. She now had an official immigration status meaning that, although she and her son could be detained at any time should the authorities decide, she was not subject to incarceration following a random police check on her official status in the country, as was the case when she had no valid visa at all. During this study she went to Buckingham Palace, the place her grandma had inspired her to visit, which she previously felt unable to do because of a fear of immigration surveillance: 'So when I saw it it's like oh that's the past. Later on, me being in a happy mood and then going there to take pictures of them made me much happy.'
In our conversation on that day Dorothy spoke of how, prior to this, she was in a situation where she saw no future for herself and her son, and felt constrained in her present life, because of a lack of educational opportunities for her and her son combined with a lack of money. These constraints literally limited her spatial movements, meaning she spent lots of time at home thinking of the past and her grandma. She still does think of her grandma, but because her present circumstances have changed although they remain precarious, this is from a different perspective. Dorothy is more active now and can envisage a good future, so that when she revisits the memory of her grandma this now inspires her in her wish to become a midwife and to remember the life-lessons her grandma taught her. To gain this insight we adopted and argue here for a position different from the idea of speaking for migrants, opting instead for a sociable process of travelling alongside in dialogue. Sara Ahmed has commented that the notion of "speaking for the other [...] is premised in fantasies of absolute proximity and absolute distance" (Ahmed 2000: 166) . This kind of ventriloquism both silences and confines that subject for whom the author speaks. We are arguing that research needs to be a more sociable process in which voice itself becomes a value. Nick Couldry (2010:2) writes: "Valuing voice then involves particular attention to the conditions under which voice as a process is effective, and how broader forms of organisation may subtly undermine or devalue voice as a process".
Voice as a process is devalued when the interviewer is viewed as a 'data miner' or when writing is the exclusive province of a distant analyst who has scrutinized a life s/he inhabits only momentarily. What we learned from Dorothy is not some inner secret about whether she is 'legal' or 'illegal' or 'deserving' or 'bogus'. Rather, travelling with Dorothy on her trip to Buckingham Palace, we are afforded a glimpse into her free life and not just the aggrieved one that brought her to our initial attention. As a result this offered us an opportunity to understand the intersecting horizons of her past and present circumstances. Dorothy's gift to us as researchers is that we come to appreciate an expanded sense of what it means to be human in the 21 st Century.
Not On but With
Our argument for making methods sociable emphasises dialogue and reconfiguration of the relationship between participant and analyst. Andrea Cornwall and Rachel Jewkes (1995:1674) commented: "Slowly and often painfully conventional researchers are coming to realise that working with the poor and voiceless is infinitely more rewarding than working on them".
They also argue that the move to see researching 'not on but with' participants involves institutional changes within the wider culture of research and writing. We conclude by discussing how the sociable turn raises issues about research ethics and the nature of authorship that are part of this culture. To do this we return to where we started, with our meeting with Charlynne in The Eatery to discuss a draft journal article.
The article, entitled 'New Hierarchies of Belonging ', was about her life and included her creative writing and a poem about her encounter with a black immigration officer. The nature of our dialogue with Charlynne had blurred the boundary between 'research data' and 'analytical writing'; our analysis involved talking with her about material which the research had produced whilst also in itself being a recorded part of that material to be used for further analysis between us all.
Charlynne had not co-written the paper but had contributed in an important way to its authorship. Carrying through our commitment to work with migrants rather than on them we proposed that the authorship attribution for the article should include her name. We agreed that the author's attribution should read "Author B and Author A with Charlynne During the production process the status of Charlynne as an author was queried and it was suggested a pseudonym could be provided for her, as this was 'standard practice when discussing research participants in print'. Additionally, the publisher queried the 'ethical and permissions issues' involved in revealing a participant's identity. We said we were making an ethical point by giving Charlynne credit and that she herself In the end the publisher relented and the article was published with Charlynne's attribution (self-reference removed). There was one final problem. The publisher wanted to know at which educational institution
Charlynne was based. In order to be credited it is presumed you have to have a university association. This again alluded to tacit divisions assumed within the culture of research concerning separations between both data and analysis and also participants and analysts that we were trying to re-configure.
In addition, the fact that Charlynne used her own name enabled other kinds of circulations to occur. Prior to publication we emailed a draft of the article to Avery Gordon, a sociological colleague, who was looking for a contemporary account of migration for her teaching at University of California at Santa Barbera (UCSB). Our draft paper was read by 80 UCSB students. Our account caught the imagination of one of the students -Daniella Florant -who like Charlynne had family in Dominica.
Daniella Googled Charlynne's name to find out more background about 
Conclusion: Reconfiguring Qualitative Research
Our argument for sociable methods requires a reconfiguring of the dominant paradigm of qualitative research and processes of both data extraction and elicitation that are situated within it. This de-stabilises the clear division of labour between researchers and participants, which also challenges the position of the sociologist. This kind of openness might seem frightening or worrying for researchers because it challenges our hold on producing knowledge. We argue that it is a risk worth taking. Our experience of experimenting with dialogic research enabled insights to come into view that had been hidden within our blind field. Also, our participants do not want us to surrender our expertise. We found quite the reverse. What they wanted was to bring our erudition and overview into dialogue with their own hunches and insights, in a spirit of trust and mutual respect.
What we did in this project was to allow the young people we worked with to be included in the problem solving process as authors. Important questions remained and had to be negotiated about the point at which an output becomes something which is co-authored by researchers and participants, how this re-defines the researcher/participant relationship, Anxiety within universities regarding the moral dimension of academic research, we argue, is producing 'ethical hypochondria' and unthinking conservatism. Imposing 'compulsory anonymity' for research participants can be limiting because it makes qualitative researchers less able to develop new forms of collaborative authorship and research craft. It also means that researchers are less able to embrace the opportunities that digital culture affords to make data and insight travel and connect with interested global audiences.
There are many cases where the forms of facilitative dialogue we have argued for may not be appropriate e.g. working with racists or Holocaust deniers or powerful corporate executives. However, for marginalised groups, sociable methods offer the potential to produce deep insight while bringing them into a conversation with sociology as both participants and authors. A response made all the more pertinent given the limits sociological theory encounters when trying to analyse new formations of inequality and the experience of migration which challenges its limits.
Charlynne's surprise on reading our paper captures precisely the qualities we want to argue for. When she asked 'How do you know that?' there was a sense of wonder and re-enchantment in her question, as if reading the paper helped her see her experience of life anew. Similarly, for us as researchers, when Dorothy said why she had photographed Buckingham
Palace it caught our imagination. Listening to her helped us rethink existing sociological ideas and theories but also made us see her life beyond the confines of her status as an immigrant. Research here is about researchers and participants putting up-close experiences at a distance so that they can be reincorporated anew. The result is a mutual transformation, whether it be Charlynne's understanding of herself or our appreciation of the limits of sociological theory. A reanimation of life is produced precisely through such an exchange of social horizons and imagination. This kind of sociable approach is dedicated to seeing the confinements contained in society's blind field, or hearing the injustice buried by noise or hidden in silence and bringing it into public conversation.
